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REMARKS /ARGUMENTS 

In view of the foregoing amendments and the 
following remarks, the applicants respectfully submit 
that the pending claims comply with 35 U.S.C. *i 101, are 
not anticipated under 35 U.S.C. § 102 and are net 
rendered obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103. Accordingly, it 
is believed that this application is in condition for 
allowance, if, however, the Examiner believes that there 
are any unresolved issues, or believes that some or all 
of the claims are not in condition for allowance, the 
applicants respectfully req uest that the Examiner contact 
the undersigne d to schedule a telephone Examinei; 
interview befor e any further actions on the meri ts. 

The applicants will now address each of the issues 
raised in the outstanding Office Action. Before doing 
so, however, both the undersigned and John Pokot/lo would 
like to thank Examiner Tsui and Primary Examiner Paula 
for courtesies extended during a telephone inter /lew on 
October 29, 2009 (referred to as "the telephone 
interview"). The telephone interview is summarised here. 

Telephone Interview Summary 

This statement of the substance of the Interview 
summarizes the issues discussed during the October 29, 
2009 telephone interview. This Interview Summary is 
presented in the format suggested in MPEP § 713.04 by the 
Patent Office. 

Date of Interview: October 29, 2009 

Type of interview: Telephone 
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Name of Participants : 

Examiners: 



Wilson Tsui 
Cesar Paula 



For Applicant: 



John C. Pokotylo 
Len Linardakis 



A. Exhibit (s) Shown: None 

B. Claims discussed.; 1-7 

C. References Discussed: 

- U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 
2004/0015397 ("the Barry publication") 

D. Proposed Amendments discussed: 

- The applicants' representatives proposed 
amendments to clarify that the ad document, 
information and the determined relevant conl ent come 
from different sources (and therefore different than 
both advertisements coming from an ad server as in 
the Barry reference) . 

- The applicants' representatives proposed 
amendments to clarify that the determined relevant 
content of claim 1 was one of (A) a news story, (B) 
a review, (c) a search query, and (D) a user group 
message as recited in dependent claims 2-6. 

- The Examiners suggested that the claims be 
amended to clarify how and where from the additional 
content is determined. 

- The Examiners acknowledged that such claim 
amendments would be helpful in distinguishing the 
claimed invention over the cited reference bat noted 
that additional search would be required. 
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E> Discussion of General Thrust 
of the Principal Arguments 

- The applicants 1 representatives discussed 
the claimed invention and their understanding of the 
teachings of the Barry publication, 

- The Examiners verified that the "aci document 
information" used to determine additional content 
was the "bid amount" from the ad. 

- Various amendments and clarif ic*l i ons, as 
described above,- were discussed. 

Other Pertinent Matters Discussed: None 

<3. General Results /Outcome of Interview 

- The Examiners acknowledged that the 
aforementioned proposed amendments to the claims 
would be helpful in distinguishing the claimed 
invention over the cited reference but noted that 
additional search would be required. 

Rejections under 35 U.S. C. S 101 

Claims 1-16 are rejected under 35 U.S-C. § L01 as 
being directed to non-statutory subject matter. The 
applicants respectfully request that the Examine.: 
reconsider and withdraw this ground of rejection in view 
of the following. 

First, since claims 8 and 16 have been canceled, 
this ground of rejection is rendered moot with respect to 
these claims. 
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Next, claims independent method claims 1. and 7 have 
been amended to recite that each of the acts of the 
co2qputer-±wplcmGiited. method is performed by a computer 
system xnclnd±ng at -Least one computet; on a network. 
These amendments are supported, for example, by figure 8 
and page 18, line 14 through page 19, line 19 ot the 
specification. Furthermore, claim 1 has been amonded to 
recite that the ad* document information is accep:ed from 
an ad server (supported, for example, by element 110 of 
Figure 1) and that the determined relevant content is 
from a content server (supported, for example, by element 
130 of Figure 1) . 

In addition, independent claims 9 and 15 have been 
amended to remove means-plus-function elements and to 
include at least one processor and at least one storage 
device storing a computer executable code which, when 
executed by the at least one processor, performs a 
method* These amendments are supported, for example, by 
Figure 8 and page 18, line 14 through page 19, line 19 of 
the specification. 

Thus, in view of the foregoing amendments, the 
applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw the rejection of claims 1, 7, 9 
and 15 . Since claims 2-6 and 10-14 were solely rejected 
due to their dependence, either directly or indirectly, 
from claims 1 and 9, respectively, the applicants 
respectfully request that the Examiner reconsider and 
withdraw the rejection of these claims as well. 
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Rejections under 35 U«S.C» § 102 

Claims 1, 7, 9, 15 and 20 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2004/0015397 ("the Harry 
publication 7 ') . The applicants respectfully request that 
the Examiner reconsider and withdraw this ground of 
rejection in view of the following. 

independent claims 1 and 9, as amended, are not 
anticipated by the Barry publication since the Barry 
publication does not teach (a) accepting ad document 
information including ad content from an ad server and 
(b) using at least one of terms, concepts and categories 
from the content of the ad document information to 
determine relevant content, from a content server, in 
addition to content of the ad document, wherein the 
determined relevant content is one o£ (A) a news: story, 
(B) a review, (C) a search query, and (D) a usei- group 
message . 

In rejecting previously presented claims 1 arid 9, 
the Examiner cites Figure 15 and paragraph [0064] of the 
Barry publication, and states "whereas, an advertisement 
is accepted as one of the highest bidders for a 
particular level of content" and "whereas . . . the 
highest bidder for the ad document information, selecting 
a second highest bidder for a particular level cf 
content." (Paper No. 20090719, page 5) During the 
telephone interview, Examiner Tsui clarified that the "ad 
document information" used to determine additioral 
content was the "bid amount" from the ad. ThaL is, the 
bid for ad 1570 of Figure 15 (characterized by Lhe 
Examiner as ad document information) is used to determine 
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ad 1580 with the next highest bid ( character i zee by the 
Examiner as determined content in addition to content of 
the ad document) . 

In response to the Examiner's interpretation of the 
cited references and the language of the claims claims 1 
and 9 have been amended to clarify that the ad oocument 
information and the determined relevant content come from 
different sources. That is, claims 1 and 9, as amended, 
recite that the ad document information comes from an ad 
server while the determined relevant content comes from a 
content server. Furthermore, claims 1 and 9 have been 
amended to include the features of claim 8 (now canceled) 
and further clarify that the determined relevant content 
is one of (A) a news story, (B) a review, (C) a search 
query, and (D) a user group message. The amendments to 
claims 1 and 9 are supported by original claim Q (now 
canceled), elements 110 and 130 of Figure 1, element 510 
and 530 of Figure 5, page 10, lines 5-15 and pags 13, 
lines 3-16, These amendments preclude the Examiier's 
interpretation since the Barry reference does no:; teach 
that the ad document information and the determined 
relevant content come from different sources, no? does it 
teach that the determined relevant content is on* of (A) 
a news story, (B) a review, (C) a search query, and (D) a 
user group message. 

Moreover, claims 1 and 9 have been further amended 
to describe hovr the additional content is determined as 
suggested by the Examiners during the telephone 
interview. Specifically, claims 1 and 9, as amended, 
recite that the additional relevant content is determined 
using at least one o£ terms, concepts and categories from 
the content of the ad document Information. The 
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amendments to claims 1 and 9 are supported, lor example, 
by page 13, lines 22-28. This further distinguishes the 
claimed invention from the Barry publication since the 
Barry publication, as characterized by the Examiner, 
merely uses the 2>id of the highest ad to determine the ad 
with the next highest bid amount . 

Thus, in view of the foregoing amendments end 
remarks, claims 1 and 9 are not anticipated by the Barry 
publication. 

Claims 7 and 15, as amended, are not anticipated by 
the cited references for at least reasons similar to 
those discussed above with reference to claims 1 and 9. 
Since claim 20 depends from claim 7, this claim is 
similarly not anticipated by the Barry publication. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103 

Claims 2, 10 and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 
S 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Barry publication 
in further view of Pdmunds.com, page 1, January ?2, 2001 
("the Edmunds page"). The applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw this 
ground of rejection in view of the following. 

First, dependent claims 2 and 17 depend froti claim 1 
and claim 10 depends from claim 9. The purported 
teachings of the Edmunds page would not compensa l.e for 
the deficiencies of the Barry publication with respect to 
claims 1 and 9, as amended (discussed above), regardless, 
of the scope of purported teachings of the Edmunds page, 
and regardless of the absence or presence of an obvious 
reason to combine these references. Consequent. J y , claims 
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2, 10 and 17 are not rendered obvious by the cited 
references for at least this reason. 

Second, as discussed above with respect to claim 1, 
the Examiner verified that the bid for ad 1570 of Figure 
15 (characterized by the Examiner as ad documen. 
information) is used to determine ad 1580 with .he next 
highest bid (characterized by the Examiner as determined 
content in addition to content of the ad document) . By 
contrast, the Edmunds page is cited as showing a product 
review in a right hand side of the page. However, this 
product review is apparently just a portion of an 
authored article. That is, based merely on the page 
printout, the applicants believe that the photo caption 
is not determined using ad' information, but is dimply 
part of an authored article. 

Third, one skilled in the art would not have 
modified the advertising system discussed in the Barry 
publication in order to use a bid amount associated with 
a first ad in order to determine "a product review" with 
the next highest bid amount. Nothing in the Bdxry 
reference, or the Edmunds page, indicates that ,i bid may 
be associated with a product review, or that anything 
other than ads are retrieved and displayed in the 
advertising spots depicted at the bottom of Figure 15 in 
the Barry publication. in summary, the cited references 
neither suggest, nor make obvious, the combination 
proposed by the Examiner. Conseguently, these claims are 
not rendered obvious for at least this additional, reason. 

Claims 3, 8, 11, 16 and 18 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over the R.-trry 
publication in further view of CNET.com, page 1, December 
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7, 2001 ("the CNET page"). The applicants respectfully 
request that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw this 
ground of rejection in view of the following. 

First, since claims 8 and 16 have been canceled, 
this ground of rejection is rendered moot with respect to 
these claims. 

Second, dependent claims 3 and 18 depend from claim 
1 and claim 11 depends from claim 9. The purpoi ted 
teachings of the CNET page would not compensate for the 
deficiencies of the Barry publication with respect to 
claims 1 and 9, as amended (discussed above), regardless 
of the scope of purported teachings of the CNET page, and 
regardless of the absence or presence of an obvious 
reason to combine these references. Consequeni ly, claims 
3, 11 and 18 are not rendered obvious by the ci l ed 
references for at least this reason. 

Third, as discussed above with respect to claim 1, 
the Examiner verified that the bid for ad 1570 of Figure 
15 (characterized by the Examiner as ad document 
information) is used to determine ad 1580 with I -ie next 
highest bid (characterized by the Examiner as determined 
content in addition to content of the ad document). By 
contrast, the CNET page is cited as showing a service 
review. However, based merely on the page printout, the 
applicants believe that the service review is no*, 
determined using ad information. 

Forth, one skilled in the art would not havo been 
motivated to modify the advertising system discussed in 
the Barry publication in order to use a bid amount 
associated with a first ad in order to determine "a 
service review" with the next highest bid amounl. 
Nothing in the Barry reference, or the CNET page;, 
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indicates that a bid may be associated with a sorvice 
review, or that anything other than ads are reprieved and 
displayed in the advertising spots depicted at t.he bottom 
of Figure 15 in the Barry publication. In surnmnry, the 
cited references neither suggest, nor make obvious, the 
combination proposed by the Examiner. Consequently, 
these claims are not rendered obvious for at least this 
additional reason* 

Claims 4, 12 and 19 are rejected under 3fj r.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Barry publication 
in further view of MSN.com, page 1, December 7, 2000 
Pthe. MSN page") . The applicants respectfully request 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw this ground of 
rejection in view of the following. 

First, dependent claims 4 and 19 depend from claim 1 
and claim 12 depends from claim 9. The purported 
teachings of the MSN page would not compensate for the 
deficiencies of the Barry publication with respost to 
claims 1 and 9, as amended (discussed above), regardless 
of the scope of purported teachings of the MSN pige, and 
regardless of the absence or presence of an obvious 
reason to combine these references. Consequently claims 
4, 12 and 19 are not rendered obvious by the cLlod 
references for at least this reason. 

Second, as discussed above with respect to claim 1, 
the Examiner verified that the bid for ad 1570 oil Figure 
15 (characterized by the Examiner as ad documen': 
information) is used to determine ad 1580 with the next 
highest bid (characterized by the Examiner as determined 
content in addition to content of the ad document). By 
contrast, the MSN page is cited as showing "an acl" for a 
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service (MSN messenger) and news about the service. 
However, the news is apparently just a portion of an 
authored document. That is, based merely on tha page 
printout, the applicants believe that the news about MSN 
messenger was not determined using ad informal. ion, but is 
simply part of an authored article. 

Third, one skilled in the art would not have been 
motivated to modify the advertising system discussed in 
the Barry publication in order to use a bid amount 
associated with a first ad in order to determine: "news 
about a service" with the next highest bid amount. 
Nothing in the Barry reference, or the MSN page, 
indicates that a bid may be associated with a news story, 
or that anything other than ads are retrieved at d 
displayed in the advertising spots depicted at the bottom 
of Figure 15 in the Barry publication. in summary, the 
cited references neither suggest, nor make obvious, the 
combination proposed by the Examiner. Consequently, 
these claims are not rendered obvious for at least this 
additional reason. 

Claims 5 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Barry publication 
in further in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,006,225 ("the 
Bowman patent") . The applicants respectfully request 
that the Examiner reconsider and withdraw this gr-ound of 
rejection in view of the following. 

First, dependent claim 5 depends from claim 1 and 
claim 13 depends from claim 9. The purported teachings 
of the Bowman patent would not compensate for Lht> 
deficiencies of the Barry publication with respect to 
claims 1 and 9, as amended (discussed above), recardless 
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of the scope of purported teachings of the Bowman patent, 
and regardless of the absence or presence of an obvious 
reason to combine these references. Consequently, claims 
5 and 13 are not rendered obvious by the cited .references 
for at least this reason. 

Second, as discussed above with respect to claim 1, 
the Examiner verified that the bid for ad 1570 of Figure 
15 (characterized by the Examiner as ad document: 
information) is used to determine ad 1580 with the next 
highest bid (characterized by the Examiner as determined 
content in addition to content of the ad documeit). By 
contrast, the Bowman patent is cited as showing a search 
query related to a document as being "determine.; 
content". However, the Bowman patent "suggests related 
terms to the user to allow the user to refine a search." 
(Abstract of the Bowman patent) "The related terms are 
generated using query term correlation data" wherein "the 
correlation data is generated and stored in a look-up 
table using an off-line process which parses a query log 
file." (Abstract of the Bowman patent) Thus, tie search 
query information is not generated from ad document 
information as claimed. Consequently, these claims are 
not rendered obvious for at least this additional reason. 

Claims 6 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over the Barry publication 
in further view of U.S. Patent Application Publication 
No. 2004/0093558A1 ("the Weaver publication") . The 
applicants respectfully request that the Examiner 
reconsider and withdraw this ground of rejection Ui view 
of the following. 
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First, dependent claim 6 depends from claim 1 and 
claim 14 depends from claim 9. The purported teachings 
of the weaver publication would not compensate for the 
deficiencies of the Barry publication with resp-sct to 
claims 1 and 9, as amended (discussed above), regardless 
of the scope of purported teachings of the Weaver 
publication, and regardless of the absence or p.resence of 
an obvious reason to combine these references. 
Consequently, claims 6 and 14 are not rendered obvious by 
the cited references for at least this reason. 

Next, as discussed above with respect to claim 1, 
the Examiner verified that the bid for ad 1570 of Figure 
15 (characterized by the Examiner as ad document 
information) is used to determine ad 1580 with l he next 
highest bid (characterized by the Examiner as determined 
content in addition to content of the ad document) . By 
contrast, the weaver publication is cited as showing a 
message database that stores messages from a user group. 
However, the Weaver publication concerns "Internet 
messages from an Internet discussion forum such *s a 
standard e-mail users group, message forum or newsgroup 
database [which] can be transferred from the first 
database to a more specialized forum in a second database 
on a second computer." (Abstract of the Weaver 
publication) The message is not generated from ad 
document information as claimed. Consequently, these 
claims are not rendered obvious for at least tht« 
additional reason. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing amendments and ze-narks, the 
applicants respectfully submit that the pending claims 
are in condition for allowance. Accordingly, I ie 
applicants request that the Examiner pass this 
application to issue. 

Any arguments made in this amendment pertain only to 
the specific aspects of the invention claimed. Any claim 
amendments or cancellations, and any arguments, are made 
without prejudice to, or disolaimer of, the applicants' 
right to seek patent protection of any unclaimed (e.g., 
narrower, broader, different) subject matter, such as by 
way of a continuation or divisional patent app.l i cation 
for example. 

Since the applicants' remarks, amendments, and/or 
filings with respect to the Examiner's objections and/or 
rejections are sufficient to overcome these objections 
and/or rejections, the applicants' silence as io 
assertions by the Examiner in the Office Action and/or to 
certain facts or conclusions that may be implied by 
objections and/or rejections in the Office Actio l (such 
as, for example, whether a reference constitutes prior 
art, whether references have been properly combiied or 
modified, whether dependent claims are separately 
patentable, etc.) is not a concession by the applicants 
that such assertions and/or implications are accurate, 
and that all requirements for an objection and/or a 
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rejection have been met. Thus, the applicants reserve 
the right to analyze and dispute any such assertions and 
implications in the future. 



I hereby certify that this paper (and any 
accompanying paper (s)) is being facsimile transmitted to 
the United States Patent Office on the date shown below. 

Leonard P. Linardakis 

Type °j^Print narrie of person signing certification 



Respectfully submitted. 



November 20, 2009 




Leonard P* Linardakis, Attorney 
Reg. No. 60,441 
Tel.; (732) 936-1400 



CERTIFICATE OF E&CSIMIIiE TRANSMISSTOKT 




November 20 , 2009 
Date 
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